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Destination brand equity among the host community – A potential source of 
comparative advantage for DMOs 
 
 
 
 
Abstract 
Since the emergence of the destination branding literature in 1998, there have been 
few studies related to performance measurement of destination brand campaigns. 
There has also been little interest to date in researching the extent to which a 
destination brand represents the host community’s sense of place. Given that local 
residents represent a key stakeholder group for the destination marketing organisation 
(DMO), research is required to examine the extent to which marketing 
communications have been effective in enhancing engagement with the brand, and 
inducing a brand image that is congruent with the brand identity. Motivated by 
conceptual and practical aims, this paper reports the trial of a hierarchy of consumer-
based brand equity (CBBE) for a destination, from the perspective of residents as 
active participants of local tourism. It is proposed that a strong level of CBBE among 
the host community represents a source of comparative advantage for a destination  
which the DMO could proactively develop into a competitive advantage. 
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Introduction 
The emergence during the 1980s of the brand equity concept as a marketing 
performance metric has led to an increased focus on marketing research activity by 
firms and a developing academic literature (Keller, 2003). Research studies have 
identified a number of advantages of a high level of brand equity including lower 
costs (Keller, 1993), increased purchase intention (Cobb-Walgren, Beal & Donthu, 
1995), increased sales, price premiums and customer loyalty, (Aaker 1991, 1996), a 
strengthened position in distribution channels (Park & Srinivasan, 1994) and 
competitive advantage (Adams, 1995). Despite this research there is a lack of 
agreement on how brand equity should be conceptualised and operationalised (Yoo & 
Donthu 2001) and two broad approaches may be discerned; the accounting and 
marketing perspectives.  
Traditionally, brand equity has been analysed at the firm level using accounting 
measures such as net-present-value of future cash flow, share value, or lifetime 
customer value to estimate an asset value for the brand on the corporate balance sheet. 
From a marketing perspective however brand equity is a concept that is based on 
market perceptions.since any assessment of future financial performance is ultimately 
derived from customers thinking and behaviour. Thus, Keller (1993) argues that a 
brand’s advantage lies in what resides in customers’ minds. Thus while firm-based 
accounting measures of brand equity may be calculated from financial data without 
any need to contact customers, consumer-based brand equity  is estimated from 
consumer attitude and/or behaviour measures (Yoo & Donthu, 2001).  
 3 
In recent years the concept of consumer based brand equity (CBBE) has attracted the 
interest of marketing researchers as a bridge between assessing past marketing 
effectiveness and predicting future performance. While there is no universally 
accepted model of CBBE, researchers have generally favoured four dimensions 
proposed by Aaker (1991, 1996) and Keller (1993, 2003): brand salience, brand 
associations, brand quality and brand loyalty.  
 
The CBBE concept is relatively new to the tourism literature, as is destination brand 
performance measurement. A recent review of the first ten years of destination 
branding literature, from 1998 to 2007, identified potential gaps in relation to 
destination brand equity, such as tracking a destination brand’s performance over 
time, assessing the value of the brand to stakeholders such as intermediaries and local 
tourism businesses, as well as the extent to which the brand encapsulates the host 
community’s sense of place (reference withheld for review purposes). It is suggested 
that high levels of host community brand equity may enhance loyalty to local 
attractions and facilities, in the context of residents as occasional local tourists as well 
as hosts to visiting friends and relatives.  
 
The purpose of this paper is to report the trial of a hierarchy of CBBE, from the 
perspective of the host community, for Brisbane, the capital of the state of 
Queensland, Australia. Queensland is divided into 14 official tourism regions, and 
unlike most of the state’s regional tourism organisations (RTO), Brisbane Marketing’s 
geographic boundary is the same as the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ Brisbane 
statistical division (see www.brisbanemarketing.com.au). This includes the local 
government areas of: Boonah, Brisbane City, Esk, Gatton, Ipswich City, Kilcoy, 
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Laidley, Caboolture, Logan City, Pine Rivers, and Redland. The region is diverse and 
includes coastal attractions such as sub-tropical islands and whale watching, a rural 
and national park hinterland, and the metropolitan state capital. The Brisbane region 
provides tourism opportunities for residents as well as visitors, and so it is argued 
local residents should be regarded as an important stakeholder group by the RTO for 
at least four key reasons.  
 
First, Brisbane Marketing is funded by local government consolidated funds, for 
which a major component of revenue is derived through a residential property tax. On 
this basis, all property owners are indirectly contributing to the RTO budget.  
Second, residents host friends and relatives from out of town, and often act as local 
guides. Scott and Clarke (2005, p.11) cited research findings indicating “residents of 
the city played an important role in communicating the attractions and features of the 
city to potential visitors often by word of mouth”.  Over 90% of Brisbane’s ‘visiting 
friends and relatives’ (VFR) short break visitors stay in private residences (Tourism 
Queensland, 2006). For year ended June 2007, Tourism Queensland (2007) estimated 
that for all visitors to Brisbane, VFR is the largest sector in terms of reason for visit, 
accounting for 35% of all travellers. There is evidence that VFR travellers to 
Queensland use the same facilities and attractions as holiday travellers (Morrison, 
Hsieh & O’Leary, 1995).  Third, residents are a sizable segment for local attractions 
and events, with one of the RTO’s major sales brochures, the Brisbane Visitors Guide, 
distributed in the past to local households. Brisbane Marketing’s mission statement 
explicitly refers to the local community, both as a target market, and as social and 
economic beneficiaries: 
 
Comment [NS4]: Necessary? 
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Our mission is to promote Brisbane and its surrounds to local, 
national and international audiences, with the ultimate goal of 
achieving optimum social and economic benefits for the local 
community, residents and businesses (Brisbane Marketing, 2007, p.4). 
 
Fourth, residents do take short breaks within their own region. Short break holidays of  
one to three nights taken by the population within a 400 kilometre radius of 
Brisbane’s central business district is an important market for Brisbane Marketing. 
The Brisbane region contains less than 1% of Queensland’s land area, but is home to 
around half of its population (Tourism Queensland, 2004). In the year ended 
December 2005, Tourism Queensland (2006) estimated that almost half of all short 
break visitors (from within a 400 kilometre radius) were in the VFR category. Local 
residents were the largest segment, with 27% of all short break visitors from within 
the Brisbane RTO region, staying an average of 1.6 nights, for an estimated 852,000 
nights in total.  
 
At the time that this research was conducted the destination brand theme was 
‘Brisbane - It’s happening’. This was primarily designed to reposition Brisbane away 
from being perceived as a ‘sleepy little town’ in the important domestic interstate 
markets of Sydney and Melbourne. Two key problems for Brisbane in these markets 
have been i) a lack of awareness of the region’s tourism attractions, particularly 
among non-visitors, and ii) perceptions that what Brisbane offered was of little appeal 
(Tourism Queensland, 2004). The key image attributes to be portrayed in the new 
brand were: colourful, vibrant, exciting, entertaining, savvy, slightly irreverent, 
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youthful, fun, hospitable, casual, friendly, safe, culturally diverse, and ‘can-do’ 
attitude (Tourism Queensland, 2004).  
Clearly, the perceptions of residents about the desirability and attraction of their 
region is an important factor for the success of tourism in Brisbane. As a result, this 
research was conducted with the aim of assessing the level of congruence between 
Brisbane’s destination brand identity and the brand image held by the host community 
using a hierarchical CBBE model. 
 
Literature review 
The literature relating to residents’ perceptions of their destination brand is in its 
infancy. There has been a steady stream of research reported about community 
opinions of tourism and tourism development for over three decades (see Doxey 1975, 
Pizam 1978, Davis, Allen & Cosenza 1988, Akis, Peristianis & Warner 1996, 
Williams & Lawson 2001, Huh, Vogt & Huh 2008). However, the focus of this 
research has for the most part been concerned with gauging levels of support for 
destination marketing funding and acceptance of tourism impacts. The first study of 
the relationship between host community opinions about tourism and their perceived 
images of their region was published by Schroeder (1996), who found that a resident’s 
image of the state of Dakota was positively associated with their support for tourism. 
In the place branding literature, Merrilees, Miller, Herington and Smith (2007) 
investigated attitudes towards Cairns from the perspective of residents as occasional 
tourists. Phillips and Schofield (2007) examined urban destination perceptions of 
residents as a market segment. They investigated locals’ views of Stoke-on-Trent as a 
day trip destination for residents. Stoke-on-Trent is a non-traditional tourism 
destination attempting to develop tourism as part of a regeneration strategy to 
Comment [NS5]: But so what 
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overcome the loss of the pottery manufacturing sector and resultant decline in civic 
pride. In the first research-based text on destination branding, Donald and Gammack 
(2007) provided an interdisciplinary theoretical basis for understanding city branding 
as a cultural and political phenomenon. Their three year study of Shanghai, Sydney 
and Hong Kong attempted a holistic interpretation of place brands by incorporating 
residents’ experiences of place, the effect of cultural representations on visitors’ 
experiences, and the political dimensions. Research in Singapore by Henderson 
(2000) highlighted the importance of understanding the views of the host community 
to ensure what is being communicated in the destination branding is realistic and 
appropriate. Henderson’s exploratory study of local residents suggested gaps between 
residents’ perceptions and the brand identity intended by the destination marketing 
organisation (DMO):   
 
When residents are called on to live the values of the brand in pursuit 
of tourism goals, it would seem that marketers are in danger of 
assuming too much influence and a sense of balance needs to be 
restored. Societies cannot be engineered or places manufactured for 
tourist consumption without a loss of authenticity which is ultimately 
recognised by the visitor who will move on to seek it elsewhere (p. 
215). 
 
Holcolmb (1999) went further to suggest there might be a view within a host 
community that tourism branding of place is not appropriate, and asked whether 
selling a city to tourists is a Faustian bargain:  
 
Comment [NS6]: Again to what result 
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Packaging and promoting the city to tourists can destroy its soul. The 
city is commodified, its form and spirit remade to conform to market 
demand, not residents’ dreams. The local state and business elites 
collude to remake a city in which their special interests are 
paramount; meanwhile, resources are diverted away from needy 
neighbourhoods and social services (p. 69). 
 
The concept of branding in tourism was initially slow to be transferred from the 
marketing literature but has been adopted rapidly over the past two decades. The topic 
of branding emerged in the marketing literature during the 1940s (see Guest, 1942), 
but the first journal articles relating to destination branding did not appear until 1998 
(see Dosen, Vransevic & Prebezac 1998, Pritchard & Morgan 1998). Yet five year 
later, Keller (2003) wrote that the branding function was so important that that the 
focus of all marketing communications should be to reinforce the brand identity.  As 
discussed above, some 71 destination branding papers were published between 1998 
and 2007 with the development of a destination’s brand identity as a key area of 
research. A review of these papers identified performance measurement of destination 
brand campaigns as a area where further research was needed in order to analyse the 
extent to which the DMO’s marketing communications have been effective in 
stimulating congruence between the desired brand identity and actual brand image 
held by stakeholders in target markets.  
 
The concept of CBBE can be used to monitor the effectiveness of branding however 
there has been little modelling of CBBE reported in the tourism literature to date. 
Examples of the use of CBBE include the measurement of conference attendee brand 
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equity (Lee & Back, 2008), and hotel brand equity (Cobb-Walgren, Ruble & Donthu 
1995, Kim, Kim, & An 2003, Kim, Jin-Sun & Kim, 2008). The first destination 
CBBE studies examined Croatian-based brand equity for Slovenia (Konecknic 2006, 
Konecknik & Gartner 2007), short break destination brand equity for an emerging 
destination (Pike, 2007), and CBBE for Las Vegas and Atlantic City, in the context of 
gambling destinations (Boo, Busser & Baloglu, 2009). Chi and Qu (2008) tested the 
relationship between destination image, satisfaction and loyalty but were unable to 
find any previous study investigating the CBBE hierarchy from the perspective of 
residents as active participants of local tourism. 
 
Following Aaker (1991, 1996) and Keller (1993, 2003) the CBBE hierarchy, as shown 
in Figure 1, is conceptualised as having four dimensions arranged as a hierarchy. In 
this model, CBBE is an exogenous construct and the other four constructs are 
endogenous as indicated by the direction of the arrows. A fifth dimension proposed by 
Aaker (1996), ‘proprietary brand assets’, was excluded as not being relevant to 
destination perceptions. At the foundation of the hierarchy is brand salience, which 
represents the strength of awareness of the brand. The general approach to measuring 
salience are by way of unaided brand awareness or brand recall.  In developing 
salience, a managers’ aim is to be remembered for the reasons intended not just to 
achieve general awareness (Aaker, 1996). Thus, while awareness of the destination to 
a resident might appear obvious, salience requires the residents’ city to be considered 
relevant as an opportunity of tourism.  
 
The second level in the CBBE heirarachy is the brand associations which are 
“anything ‘linked’ in memory to a brand” (Aaker, 1991, p. 109). A recent literature 
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review on memory structure found the most commonly accepted conceptualisation 
has been by spreading action (Cai, 2002). This underpins the associative network 
memory model, in which memory consists of nodes and links (Anderson, 1983). A 
node represents stored information about a concept, and is part of a network of links 
to other nodes. Activation between nodes is thought to take place when processing 
external information or when information is retrieved from memory. When a node 
concept is recalled, the strength of association(s) determines what other nodes that 
will be activated from memory.  
 
A destination brand may then be  conceptualised as representing a node with a 
number of associations with other node concepts. In the study of destination image 
associations held by consumers are a coomon area of study (for reviews see Gallarza, 
Saura & Garcia 2002, Pike 2002, 2007b). Of particular interest to this study is the 
operationalisation of destination image as destination attractiveness proposed by 
Mayo and Jarvis (1981, p. 203). Following research by Goodrich (1978), Mayo and 
Jarvis suggested destination attractiveness “has a great deal to do with the specific 
benefits that are desired by travellers and the capability of the destination to deliver 
them”.  
 
In 30 years of destination image research however, there has been no universally 
accepted index of scale items. The reason for this is that attribute importance is likely 
to vary between segments and situations (see for example Barich & Kotler 1991, 
Crompton 1992), and there has been very little replication research in spite of the 
topic’s popularity. What is required therefore is the development of a scale that 
includes generic destination items as well as those specific to a given travel context 
Comment [NS8]: I lost you here – need 
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(Hu & Ritchie, 1993). In assessing tourism marketing research ‘state of the art’, 
Ritchie (1996, p. 62) highlighted ten shortcomings: “Unfortunately, as we all know, 
there are a number of areas which we prefer not to acknowledge, or which we manage 
to ignore on a fairly regular basis”. Among these was travel context, since destination 
image studies have generally been undertaken without explicitly defining the context 
in which the traveller decision is being made.  
 
The third dimension is perceived quality and is difined as “perception of the overall 
quality or superiority of a product or service relative to relevant alternatives and with 
respect to its intended purpose” (Keller, 2003, p. 238). This assessment is on the basis 
of how the consumer perceives the brand to perform on salient quality attributes. For 
example, the quality of other destinations experienced by Brisbane residents during 
their travels is likely to impact on their expectations of the local tourism product. 
Brand loyalty is the final dimension at the peak of the CBBE hierarchy and has been 
defined as “the attachment that a customer has to a brand” (Aaker, 1991, p.39). 
Loyalty manifests attitudinally in terms of intent to purchase, as well as behaviourally 
through word of mouth referrals and repeat purchase. There has been a lack of 
published research related to destination loyalty (Oppermann, 2000) and this study 
examines the relationships in the CBBE hierarchy in the context of a destination’s 
host community as active participants of local tourism. 
 
FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 
 
 
Method 
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To operationalise the CBBE model shown in Figure 1, a structured questionnaire was 
used, for which scale items for each of the four constructs were theoretically informed 
by the literature. Participants were asked to rate Brisbane’s performance as a tourism 
destination across 21 scale items using a seven point scale, anchored at ‘strongly 
disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (7).  Table 1 lists the 21 items, which, in the absence 
of an accepted scale, were adapted from the literature sources shown. Categorical 
items were used to identify whether i) participants had taken a short break within the 
region, and ii) whether they had hosted visited friends and/or relatives hosting during 
the previous 12 months. The questionnaire concluded with an open-ended question 
asking participants if there were any comments they would care to make about how 
Brisbane could improve as a destination. 
 
TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 
 
The questionnaire was pretested among 12 marketing academics. This resulted in 
minor changes to the wording of two questions. Due to budgetary limitations two 
sampling methods were used. The first group was a panel of 209 participants from a 
previous Brisbane tourism study who had indicated a willingness to participate in 
future surveys. An email during July 2008 invited participants to complete the survey 
online, the URL for which was hosted by the Faculty’s Information technology office. 
The second group was a convenience sample frame consisting of students from two 
Brisbane universities. These involved two undergraduate tourism classes and one post 
graduate marketing research class. While it is acknowledged that the use of a student 
sample can affect external validity of findings, it has been argued that students are 
acceptable for testing relationships between constructs (Calder, Philips & Tybout 
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1981, Yoo & Donthu 2001), which was the purpose of the study. All participants were 
invited to enter an incentive prize draw for a $250 travel voucher.   
 
Results 
A total of 374 completed questionnaires were received. However, some participants 
were international students who had only recently arrived in Brisbane. It was decided 
to filter out those participants who had resided in Brisbane less than six months. This 
left a useable sample of 319, which is sufficiently large enough to enable structural 
equation modelling (see Kline, 2005, p. 14-15). Table 2 highlights the characteristics 
of participants, which, in comparison to the wider Brisbane population were 
dominated by single females aged 18-24 years. Nonetheless, the sample was generally 
suitable for the research topic, given that during the previous 12 months, 52% of 
participants had taken a short break of 1-2 nights within the Brisbane region, and 67% 
had hosted friends or relatives in Brisbane. The mean length of residence in Brisbane 
was two years. A total of 149 participants (47%) provided qualitative comments. 
 
TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
 
The descriptive statistics for the 21 CBBE scale items are listed in Table 3. The means 
for two of the brand awareness items were below the scale mid-point, while the 
means for the other two items were only moderately positive. With the exception of 
‘Exciting’, the means for the remaining 17 items were at or higher than the scale mid-
point. In relation to Brisbane’s brand identity and positioning theme, Brisbane….its 
happening, the means for two attributes are of concern (‘Exciting’ = 3.97, ‘Lots to do’ 
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= 4.27), indicating a weak to moderate connection between the desired brand identity 
and actual brand image.  
 
TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 
 
 
An exploratory factor analysis using ML extraction and oblique rotation revealed a 
four-factor solution that was an adequate representation of the data. The four factors 
accounted for 59% of variance. The KMO for this analysis was .90 and Bartlett’s Test 
of Sphericity was significant at p = .000. However, the solution could not be regarded 
as clean, with 11 of the 21 items cross loading over two factors. Further evidence that 
the data was not a good fit was in the reproduced correlations, where there were 39 
(18%) of residuals with absolute values greater than .05. As an alternative to the EFA 
as the first step in analysing the data, Joreskog (1993) outlined an approach to model 
generating models in the analysis of data, where a strictly confirmatory approach 
might not suit model testing a new field of research. A model generating model is one 
that is tentative and where changes are made in SEM until a model emerges that has a 
statistical fit as well as making theoretical sense. Researchers specify the full model 
under consideration, which is then tested in a series of one-factor congeneric models 
for each construct of interest. Changes that make substantive sense can be made to 
each construct before testing a full amended model. Constructs with less than four 
items can be tested in pairs. Using AMOS 16.0, the best fit for BRAND SALIENCE 
was with two of the four items, DESTINATION LOYALTY with three of the four 
items, and PERCEIVED QUALITY with four of the five items. The more 
problematic construct was BRAND ASSOCIATIONS, in which two dimensions 
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emerged with five of the nine original items. The output for each of these initial 
models is shown in Table 4. The full model of these dimensions is shown in Figure 2. 
The model marginally fits the data: Chi-square = 202.8, DF = 67, p = .000, GFI = 
.918, CFI = .923, RMSEA = .080. Since the Chi-square statistic is sensitive to sample 
size, Kline (2005) advised a more useful measure is to divide the Chi-square by the 
degrees of freedom. Ratios below 3, as is the case suggests a model fit. 
 
 
 
TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 
 
FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE 
 
Conclusion 
The recent shift from destination image to brand equity has been an important step 
forward in tourism research. What will be helpful in future is the development of a 
scale that adequately measures destination CBBE. It is suggested this paper represents 
a useful exploratory study in this regard. The aim was to trial the CBBE hierarchy in 
the context of the host community as active participants of local tourism. The model 
testing approach, as recommended by Joreskog (1993), indicated a fit between the 
data and the CBBE hierarchy. It is suggested this model testing output makes 
theoretical sense, and enhances understanding of the suitability of the CBBE 
hierarchy for destinations, following the recent contribution of Konecnik (2006) and 
Konecnik and Gartner (2007).  
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The main practical implication of the research is the proposition that strong levels of 
CBBE among the destination host community represents a source of comparative 
advantage for the DMO, since loyalty to the destination manifests in two important 
behaviours. Firstly, residents are more likely to extend word of mouth referrals, which 
could be to friends and relatives as well as other travellers encountered during 
sojourns in other places. Secondly, residents are more likely to engage with the 
destination’s attractions and facilities, both as good hosts to the VFR segment and as 
occasional tourists. Such behaviour can either be proactively targeted by the DMO or 
left to chance. Following Ritchie and Crouch’s (2000a, 2000b), model of destination 
competitiveness, the challenge for the DMO is resource deployment to develop 
sources of comparative advantage into a competitive advantage. A practical example 
was offered by Dascalu (1997), who cited comments from a former Romanian 
Minister of Tourism concerned that his country had valuable tourism resources but 
that the country was under-performing as a destination. Thus, these resources 
represent sources of comparative advantage but were not being used to achieve a 
competitive advantage.  
A tourism resource may be viewed as anything that plays a major role in attracting 
visitors to a destination (Spotts, 1997), and it is the position of this paper that the host 
community is a potentially valuable resource. Politically however, any marketing 
communication activities targeting the host community could be seen as 
controversially diverting funds from other domestic and/or international markets of 
interest to local tourism businesses and key intermediaries. It is recognised then that 
the level of engagement with the host community will differ between places. For 
example, achieving effective exposure could be achieved more efficiently by DMOs 
in smaller communities and resort destinations than in large metropolitan areas. 
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In the case of Brisbane the use of a predominantly student sample limits the extent to 
which the results can be generalised to the wider host community. Nevertheless the 
results indicate the Brisbane host community’s sense of place might be different to the 
brand identity developed by Brisbane Marketing. This reinforces the need for this type 
of research that examines the efficacy of the brand strategy and marketing 
communication tactics.  
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Figure 1 – CBBE conceptualisation 
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Table 1 – CBBE scale items 
Scale items Source 
Brand salience 
Brisbane is a well known tourism destination 
 
 
I am aware of Brisbane’s range of tourism attractions 
 
 
I am aware of the slogan used to promote Brisbane 
 
 
 
 
I have seen a lot of advertising promoting Brisbane as a 
tourism destination 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007), Boo et el (2008) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007), Boo et el (2008), Lee & 
Back (2008) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007), Kim, Jin-Sun & Kim 
(2008), Washburn & Plank (2002), Yoo & Dontu 
(2001) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007) 
Brand associations 
Good climate 
 
 
Beautiful scenery 
 
 
 
Relaxing 
 
 
Friendly people 
 
Good value for money 
 
Good cafes and restaurants 
 
 
 
Lots to see and do 
 
Exciting 
 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007), Hu & Ritchie (1993)  
 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007), Hu & Ritchie (1993), 
Davis & Sternquist (1987) 
 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007), Davis & Sternquist 
(1987) 
 
Davis & Sternquist (1987) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007)  
  
Konecknik & Gartner (2007), 
Boo et al (2008), Baloglu &  
Brinberg (1997) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007), Baloglu & Brinberg 
(1997) 
Perceived quality 
High quality accommodation 
 
 
High quality infrastructure 
 
High levels of cleanliness 
 
High levels of hospitality service 
 
High levels of personal safety 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007), Davis & Sternquist 
(1987) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007) 
Brand loyalty 
I am proud to live in Brisbane 
 
I will take a short break of 1-2 nights in the Brisbane region  
 
I would recommend Brisbane as a holiday destination  
 
 
Brisbane is a pleasant destination 
 
Phillips & Schofield (2007) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007), Boo et al (2008) 
 
Konecknik & Gartner (2007), Baloglu & Brinberg 
(1997), Walmsley & Young (1998) 
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Table 2 – Characteristics of participants 
  n Valid % 
Gender Male 
Female 
Total 
  77 
242 
319 
24.1% 
75.9% 
Age 18-24 
25-44 
45-64 
65+ 
Total 
188 
100 
  28 
    3 
319 
58.9% 
31.3% 
  8.9% 
  0.9% 
Marital status Single 
Married/permanent partner 
Separated, divorced, widowed 
Total 
221 
  87 
  11 
319 
69.3% 
27.3% 
  3.4% 
Number of 
dependent 
children 
0 
1-2 
3+ 
Total 
213 
  84 
  22 
319 
66.8% 
26.3% 
  6.9% 
Highest 
completed 
level of 
education 
High school 
TAFE 
University graduate 
Other 
Total 
133 
  32 
139 
  15 
319 
417.% 
10.0% 
43.6% 
  4.7% 
Born in 
Australia 
Yes 
No 
Total 
186 
133 
319 
58.3% 
41.7% 
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Table 3 - Descriptive Statistics 
 
  
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 
Error Statistic 
Std. 
Error 
BRAND SALIENCE        
Brisbane is a well 
known tourism 
destination 
319 4.28 1.382 .084 .137 -.639 .272 
I am aware of 
Brisbane's range of 
attractions and 
facilities 
319 4.83 1.287 -.313 .137 -.504 .272 
I am aware of the 
slogan used to 
promote Brisbane as a 
tourism destination 
319 3.15 1.682 .472 .137 -.648 .272 
I have seen a lot of 
advertising promoting 
Brisbane as a tourism 
destination 
319 3.61 1.467 .243 .137 -.752 .272 
PERCEIVED 
QUALITY 
       
High quality 
accommodation 
319 4.99 1.322 -.486 .137 -.125 .272 
High quality 
infrastructure 
319 4.52 1.295 -.458 .137 .121 .272 
High levels of 
cleanliness 
319 5.09 1.185 -.599 .137 .331 .272 
High levels of 
hospitality service 319 4.84 1.280 -.558 .137 .049 .272 
High levels of personal 
safety 319 5.15 1.192 -.648 .137 .284 .272 
ASSOCIATIONS        
Good climate 319 5.95 1.205 -1.621 .137 3.327 .272 
Beautiful scenery 319 5.19 1.253 -.617 .137 .588 .272 
Relaxing 319 5.39 1.251 -.745 .137 .766 .272 
Friendly people 319 5.33 1.252 -.791 .137 .684 .272 
Good value for money 319 4.67 1.206 -.287 .137 -.162 .272 
Good cafes and 
restaurants 319 4.88 1.414 -.601 .137 -.197 .272 
Lots to see and do 319 4.27 1.467 -.229 .137 -.448 .272 
Exciting 319 3.97 1.474 -.082 .137 -.579 .272 
        
DESTINATION 
LOYALTY 
       
I am proud to live in 
Brisbane 319 5.39 1.452 -.817 .137 .002 .272 
I will take a SB in BNE 
region in next 12 
months 
319 4.56 2.088 -.374 .137 -1.189 .272 
Brisbane is a pleasant 
destination 319 5.18 1.277 -.594 .137 .021 .272 
I would recommend 
BNE as a holiday 
destination to my 
friends and relatives 
319 4.82 1.631 -.480 .137 -.686 .272 
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Table 4 -  Initial models 
SALIENCE 
1. I am aware of the slogan 
used to promote Brisbane 
2. I have seen a lot of 
advertising promoting 
Brisbane 
LOYALTY 
1. I am proud to live in 
Brisbane 
2. I will take a short break 
within the Brisbane region 
in the next 12 months 
3. I would recommend 
Brisbane as a holiday 
destination to my friends 
and relatives 
 
QUALITY 
1. High quality infrastructure 
2. High levels of cleanliness 
3. High levels of hospitality 
service 
4. High levels of safety 
 
ASSOCIATIONS 
1. Lots to see and do 
2. Exciting 
3. Friendly people 
4. Relaxing 
5. Good climate 
Chi-square = 5.2 
df = 4 
p = .265 
Chi-square = 11.2 
df = 2 
p = .003 
Chi-square = 10.3 
df = 4 
p = .036 
RMR = .087 
GFI = .994 
CFI = .996 
RMSEA = .031 
RMR = .052 
GFI = .982 
CFI = .972 
RMSEA = .124 
RMR = .035 
GFI = .987 
CFI = .990 
RSMEA = .070 
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Figure 2 – Full model of five dimensions 
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